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The Proposed Decision and Need 
The Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT) has submitted to the Tennessee 
Valley Authority (TVA) applications for use of TVA land and for a permit under Section 26a 
(of the TVA Act).  Concurrently, TDOT has also applied for a U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act to replace and 
realign an existing State Route (SR) 58 bridge over the Hiwassee River in Meigs County, 
Tennessee (see Attachment A, vicinity map).  Total funding is made available for the 
bridge replacement by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).  The land use 
application is for a permanent easement to locate the new highway bridge approach on 
7.741 acres of TVA property (XTCR-202H, see Attachment B), most of it being below 
normal summer pool elevation 682.5 mean sea level.  TDOT proposes to replace the 1929 
bridge with a new, longer and wider bridge west (downstream) of the existing structure.  
After completion of a new bridge, the old bridge would be removed. 

The existing 1929 bridge structure is narrow as well as in need of expensive repairs and 
has been identified as functionally and structurally deficient under the FHWA guidelines.  
TDOT has proposed to replace the bridge.  The motoring public and local industry will 
benefit from improved traffic flow and enjoy upgraded safety features (wider lanes, 10-foot 
shoulders, guardrails, improved sight, better drainage, etc.).   

TVA has conducted an environmental review for the proposed project (see Attachment C, 
Categorical Exclusion Checklist [CEC] 7100), which evaluates resource issues associated 
with the bridge replacement and realignment.  TVA has prepared this Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to understand further the associated impacts from the proposed project 
to existing wetlands and cultural resources.   

Background 
Early FHWA planning documents identified possible new bridge locations either upstream 
or downstream of the existing bridge.  A proposed bridge alignment was coordinated early 



 2 

with TVA and the Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency (TWRA) due to the adjacent 
location of TVA or TWRA agency properties to the SR 58 Hiwassee River bridge.  Meigs 
County and TWRA maintain a public boat ramp and picnic area immediately upstream of 
the existing bridge.  TWRA also maintains the approximately 2,500-acre Hiwassee River 
Wildlife Refuge immediately downstream on the south side of the river.  TVA public land 
on the north shore and upstream of the existing bridge is utilized for the Agency Creek 
Campground.  Early discussions with TVA and TWRA identified that a new bridge aligned 
on the west (downstream) side of the existing bridge would be the preferable location due 
to the existing TVA and TWRA recreational facilities located upstream.  

A new bridge at the downstream location would minimize any impact to upstream 
recreation resources but would require right-of-way acquisition and impact 0.766 acre of 
the Hiwassee River Refuge.  The amount and location of the land to be used would not 
impair the use of the remaining refuge, in whole or in part, for its intended purpose.  

Other Environmental Reviews and Documentation 
TWRA has reviewed the use of 0.766 acre of the Hiwassee River Refuge for use to 
realign the bridge downstream of its existing location.  TWRA concurred with the use of 
the 0.766 acre for the new bridge in a letter dated February 10, 2002 (Attachment D). 

TDOT completed a Bridge Replacement Categorical Exclusion for the SR 58 Hiwassee 
River bridge replacement project on February 12, 2003.  The FHWA concurred with the 
evaluation on March 11, 2003 (see Attachment C).  The Hiwassee River Refuge is given 
protection under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966.  A TDOT 
Nationwide Programmatic Section 4(f) has been prepared and is included in the attached 
CEC.  Replacement of the existing bridge with a new bridge was determined to be the only 
feasible alternative.  

In an application dated March 24, 2003, TDOT applied for a permit for the proposed bridge 
replacement with the U.S. Coast Guard.  The U.S Coast Guard (Public Notice D8-OBR-
731 dated June 3, 2003, see Attachment C) conducted a public review of the proposed 
activity.  In response to the notice, the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians (EBCI) 
requested consulting party status for archaeological surveys of the Area of Potential Effect 
(APE) in a letter dated October 3, 2003.   

TDOT responded to the Tennessee State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) in a letter 
dated June 14, 2002, that the proposed bridge alignment was shifted to the west side of 
the existing bridge to avoid archaeological resources located in or near the APE.  They 
reported that one other archaeological site within the APE was destroyed by wave action 
and completely inundated and inaccessible and therefore no historic properties would be 
affected.  The (SHPO) stated in their June 18, 2002 letters (2), that the project area 
contains no historic properties or archaeological resources eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  The disposition of the 1929 bridge structure 
itself was not considered significant to save.   

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) letters dated July 19, 2001, June 27, 2003, and 
September 30, 2004, stated that no federally listed or proposed listed endangered or 
threatened species occur within the project impact area and that “the requirements of 
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Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act are fulfilled.”  The USFWS also provided a letter 
approving the proposed wetland mitigation on March 23, 2004. 

USACE, TVA, and the state of Tennessee issued Public Notice 04-51 dated August 31, 
2004 (Attachment E).  The USFWS responded to the public notice by letter dated 
September 30, 2004, stating based on the best information available to them, no federally 
listed or proposed threatened or endangered species occur within the project area and 
that Section 7 requirements of the Endangered Species Act are fulfilled.  No other 
comments were received as a result of the public notice.  USACE has also completed a 
Section 404(b)(1) Analysis (Attachment F) for placement of fill below the ordinary high 
water level of Chickamauga Lake. 

TDOT had requested (May 17, 2004) a State 401 Water Quality Certification from the 
Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC).  TDOT received the 
Water Quality Certification from TDEC on October 26, 2004. 

Alternatives and Comparison 
TDOT evaluated three alternatives to the proposed project.  The No Action Alternative 
would not improve the structural or approach deficiencies of the existing 1929 Hiwassee 
River bridge.  Improvements and repairs to the existing bridge were considered, but such 
improvements or repairs would not upgrade the bridge to current traffic safety standards.  
Traffic flow would also be disrupted if the bridge were closed for repairs.   

The Action Alternative includes bridge replacement to meet current safety standards.  Two 
alignments—upstream and downstream—of the existing bridge were evaluated.  The 
upstream alignment of a new bridge resulted in greater recreation impacts.  Construction 
of a new bridge downstream of the existing bridge alignment minimizes recreation impacts 
and avoids TWRA’s boat ramp and picnic area and the Agency Creek Campground, which 
are upstream of the existing bridge.  However, the downstream alignment results in an 
impact from the project to 0.766 acre of the wildlife refuge.  The amount and location of 
the land to be used would not impair the use of the remaining Hiwassee River Refuge, in 
whole or in part, for its intended purpose. 

Affected Environment and Evaluation of Impacts 
Traffic impacts from the proposed bridge construction would be insignificant because the 
exiting bridge would remain in operation until the new bridge is completed.  The new 
bridge would greatly improve safety for travelers due to the increased bridge width and 
alignment and would decrease travel times now experienced by truck traffic practices of 
taking longer alternate routes to avoid the bridge.  The area’s economy is likely to prosper 
with the new bridge.  TDOT has proposed adequate post-construction access for the 
upstream recreation facilities. 

TDOT determined and the SHPO concurred that no historic structures or archaeological 
resources would be impacted from construction of the new bridge.  The bridge structure is 
not eligible for the NRHP.  TVA concurs with these findings; however, in view of the 
importance of these resources, TVA would require that a confirmatory investigation be 
completed in one area of the APE to confirm that no archaeological resource would be 
affected by this undertaking.  Such confirmatory investigation would be conducted 
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between December 1 and March 30 at minimum winter pool and prior to undertaking any 
land disturbance activity in this area relating to this project.  A copy of the confirmatory 
findings will be provided to the SHPO.  TVA would also provide the confirmatory findings 
to EBCI per their request. 

The existing bridge would be blown into the river and hauled off and sold as scrap.  Bridge 
concrete would be deposited in a landfill chosen by a contractor, and the existing piers 
would be removed below the mud line.   

No federally threatened or endangered species have been identified within the impact 
area for the proposed bridge construction.  TVA’s Natural Heritage database indicated the 
potential for a state-listed plant, Sacciolepis striata (gibbous panic grass), to be within the 
area.  Site surveys on July 13, 2004, identified and flagged two clumps (one with 31 plants 
and the other with 13 plants).  The plants were 150 feet outside the area to be filled and 
should not be disturbed with heavy equipment during construction of the bridge.  Even 
though the plants appear to be outside the area to be filled, TVA would require the 
contractor to avoid heavy equipment use in this area.  TVA would require that the 
contractor avoid the plants or relocate them if the potential exists to harm the plants by the 
action.  

The applicant has prepared an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan to reduce potential 
water quality and aquatic ecology impacts.  TVA would require the applicant adhere to the 
Erosion Control Plan.  Implementation of Best Management Practices cited in TDOT’s 
Erosion Control Plan should reduce water quality impacts to insignificant levels. 

A bridge is considered a repetitive action in the floodplain for compliance with Executive 
Order 11988.  The project would comply with the National Flood Insurance Program.  The 
project would result in the loss of about 4.2 acre-feet (6,746 cubic yards) of power and 
flood control storage.     

Efforts were made during the planning and design phases of the project to avoid impacts 
to wetlands to the extent practicable and to minimize impacts that were not avoidable.  
The applicant through project design has minimized the impacts and quantity of fill 
needed.  The proposed bridge is 742 feet longer than the existing bridge, eliminating that 
length of fill in the reservoir.  Existing fill from old piers and bridge approach would be 
removed to lessen the overall amount of fill used (see Attachment C).  New fill would be 
placed in the river from a barge with no construction or use of haul roads.  While no 
specific borrow area has been identified, TDOT contract specifications ensure that any 
borrow area would be located outside of wetlands and be above the 100-year floodplain. 

Wetland impacts are common with bridge projects involving fill and cannot be practically 
avoided due to excessive cost of moving to alternate locations.  The proposed new 
construction of a replacement bridge across the Hiwassee River on SR 58 would 
permanently impact 1.02 acre of wetlands and 2.60 acres of mud flat.  Both impacts would 
be mitigated as permanent impacts, for a total permanent area to be impacted by the 
proposed construction of 3.62 acres.  Impacts to wetlands would be primarily from fill to 
locate the roadway and pier abutments necessary to construct the new bridge and bridge 
approaches.  A temporary impact to 0.20 acre of wetlands would also occur.  Wetland 
mitigation would be accomplished at a 4:1 ratio (or approximately 14.5-acres) from credits 
debited from the Coffee County Wetland Mitigation Bank. 
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The earthen and rock fill material to be incorporated into the approach causeway leading 
to the bridge proper would displace a small amount of mud bottom substrate.  The 
amount, type, quantity, and location of aquatic habitat potentially impacted are 
insignificant within the context of the portion of the Hiwassee River influenced by 
Chickamauga Reservoir.   

Other potential environmental resource impacts (noise, air quality, navigation, etc.) were 
evaluated in the attached TVA CEC 7100 (Attachment C) and found to be insignificant.  
The proposed project would not individually or cumulatively have any significant 
environmental impacts.  

Mitigation Measures 
TDOT proposes to mitigate the 3.62 acres of permanent wetland impacts by debiting from 
available wetland credits at the Coffee County Wetland Mitigation Bank at a 4:1 ratio.  The 
mud flat impacts would be mitigated at the same ratio as the wetland impacts.  At a ratio of 
4:1, the total debit of credits rounded to the half acre is 14.5 acres. 

TVA would require the following conditions in Section 26a approvals: 

1. Recent field inspections located a state-listed plant species, Sacciolepis striata 
(gibbous panic grass), at approximate coordinates of 35.39496 degrees North, 
84.91195 degrees West, about 150 feet below the toe of the fill.  Contractor will 
avoid any disturbance to this area during construction or relocate the plants if 
impacts to the plants are unavoidable.  

2. For property located below normal summer pool elevation 682.5 mean sea level, 
TVA will conduct confirmatory investigations to confirm that no archaeological 
resources will be affected by the undertaking.  No land-disturbing activity will be 
conducted in this area until the confirmatory investigations have been completed. 

 

Preferred Alternative 

Bridge replacement to meet current safety standards is the preferred alternative. 

TVA Preparers 
Contributor Involvement 

Scott Atkins Wetlands/Aquatic Biology 

Harold Draper NEPA Administration 

Charlie Ellenberg Recreation 

Dan Fisher Land Use 

Kelie Hammond Navigation 

Martin High Threatened and Endangered Species 
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Mary McBryar Environmental Scientist 

Roger Milstead Floodplains 

Phil Mummert Solid Waste 

Ken Parr  NEPA Administration and Document Preparation 

Erin Pritchard Cultural Resources 

 

Agencies and Others Consulted 
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians 

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation (Meigs County) 

Tennessee State Historic Preservation Office 

Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Branch 

U.S. Coast Guard 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Attachments 
A.  Project Vicinity Map 

B.  Figure of Tract No. XTCR-202H 

C.  TVA CEC 7100 With Supporting Information 

D.  TWRA Letter Dated February 10, 2003 

E.  USACE Public Notice 04-51 Dated August 31, 2004 

F.  404(b)(1) Guidelines Compliance Evaluation (Section 230.10) 
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Attachment B - Figure of Tract No. XTCR-202H 
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Attachment C - TVA CEC 7100 With Supporting Information 
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Attachment D - TWRA letter dated February 10, 2003 
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Attachment E - USACE Public Notice 04-51 dated August 31, 2004 
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Attachment F 

404(b)(1) GUIDELINES COMPLIANCE EVALUATION 
(Restrictions On Discharge:  40 CFR 230.10) 

 
 
Alternatives test. 
 
Are there available, practicable alternatives having less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem and without 
other significant adverse environmental consequences that do not involve discharges into "waters of the U. S." or 
at other locations within these waters?         
        [Yes(*)     No x ] 
 
If the project is       __ in a special aquatic site and is not water-dependent,  
      __ in a special aquatic site and is water-dependent,  
      __ not in a special aquatic site and is not water-dependent,  
      _x_ not in a special aquatic site and is water-dependent: 
 
has applicant clearly demonstrated that there are no practicable alternative sites available?   
          [Yes x   No(*)   ] 
 
Special restrictions.  Will the discharge: 
 
violate state water quality standards?      [Yes(*)     No x ] 
 
violate toxic effluent standards (under Section 307 of the Act)?   [Yes(*)     No x ] 
 
jeopardize endangered or threatened species or their critical habitat?  [Yes(*)     No x ] 
 
violate standards set by the Department of Commerce to protect 
 marine sanctuaries?       [Yes(*)     No x ] 
 
Evaluation of the physical/chemical and biological characteristics and anticipated changes indicates that the 
proposed discharge material meets testing exclusion criteria for the following reason(s). 
 
          [Yes x   No   ] 
 
(x)  based on available information, the material is not a carrier of contaminants 
 
( )  the levels of contaminants are substantially similar at the extraction and disposal sites 
and the discharge is not likely to result in degradation of the disposal site and pollutants will not be transported to 
less contaminated areas 
 
( )  acceptable constraints are available and will be implemented to reduce contamination to acceptable levels 
within the disposal site and prevent contaminants from being transported beyond the boundaries of the disposal 
site 
 
Other restrictions.  Will the discharge contribute to significant degradation of "waters of the U. S." through 
adverse impacts to: 



 

 F-2 

 
* human health or welfare, through pollution of municipal water supplies, fish, shellfish,  
 wildlife, and special aquatic sites?     [Yes(*)     No x ] 
 
* life stages of aquatic life and other wildlife?     [Yes(*)     No x ] 
 
* diversity, productivity, and stability of the aquatic ecosystem, such as loss of fish or wildlife  
 habitat, or loss of the capacity of wetland to assimilate nutrients, purify water, or reduce  
 wave energy?  
          [Yes(*)     No x ] 
 
* recreational, aesthetic and economic values?     [Yes(*)     No x ] 
 
Actions to minimize potential adverse impacts (mitigation).  Will all appropriate and practicable steps (40 
CFR 230.70-77) be taken to minimize the potential adverse impacts of the discharge on the aquatic ecosystem? 
        [Yes x   No(*)   ] 
 
The standard erosion control measures included in the proposed action, and the additional special conditions 
would adequately minimize pollution or adverse effects to the affected ecosystem. 
 
*A check in a block denoted by an asterisk indicates that the proposal does not comply with the 404(b)(1) 
guidelines. 
 
 

 
 

 


